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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This Office Action is in response to Applicant's Patent Application, Serial No. 
10/647,723, with a File Date of August 25, 2003. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-2, 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yasukawa et al. (Pub. No. 2003/0210363) taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock 

Relative to claims 1 and 10, Yasukawa et al. teaches an active matrix type display device 
(pg. 1, paras 0006-0012 and pg. 2, para. 0013); Yasukawa et al. further teaches a display device 
comprising a plurality of display elements arranged in a matrix, each display element including a 
display pixel coupled to a switch (pg. 7, paras. 0090-0092 and Fig. 1). 

Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock does not teach each display element 
including an addressable latch having an output coupled to a controlling input of the switch, or 
the addressable latch having a row address input and a column address input. 
Kaplinsky teaches programmable logic gates (pg. 2, lines27-54); Kaplinsky further 
teaches each display element including an addressable latch having an output coupled to a 
controlling input of the switch (pg. 3, lines 28-58 and pg. 4, line 1). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to device as taught by Yasukawa et al. the feature as taught by Kaplinsky in order to 
put in place the means to provide the signal for control the pixel switch. 

Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky does not teach the addressable latch having a row address 
input and a column address input. 

Peacock teaches a comparison matrix (col. lines 30-70); Peacock further teaches the 
addressable latch having a row address input and a column address input (col. 2, lines H7-32 and 
Fig. 1). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to device as taught by Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky the feature as taught by 
Peacock in order to put in place the means to provide the signals necessary to drive the 
addressable latch. 

Relative to claim 2, Peacock further teaches the method of comparing the row address input and 
the row electrode input comparing the column address input and the column electrode input, 
activating the display pixel with the logic controlled switch based on results of the comparisons 
(col. 2, lines 17-32 and Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 11, Peacock further teaches the addressable latch having a row electrode input 
and a column electrode input (col. 2, lines 17-32 and Fig. 1). It being understood that physical 
latch would have to have an electrode in order to receive a signal. 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yasukawa et al. 
taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock as applied to claim 2 in item 3 hereinabove, and 
further in view of Rischmuller (USP 4,764,686). 
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Relative to claim 3, Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock does not teach 
controlling the logic-controlled switch includes enabling and disabling the logic controlled 
switch with a charging capacitor. 

Rischmuller teaches a transistor based control circuit (col. 1, lines 61-68 and col. 2, lines 1-55); 
Rischmuller further teaches controlling the logic-controlled switch includes enabling and 
disabling the logic controlled switch with a charging capacitor (col. 6, lines 10-12). 
It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to device as taught by Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock the 
feature as taught by Rischmuller in order to put in place the means to control the enabling and 
disabling of the logic controlled switch. 

5. Claims 4-6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock as applied to claim 1 in item 3 

hereinabove, and further in view of Santoro et al. (Pub. No. US 2003/0020671). 

Relative to claim 4, Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock does not teach 

activating at least some display elements of the display device at a first refresh rate, activating 

other display elements of the display device at a second refresh rate, different that the first 

refresh rate; or activating at least some display elements at a first rate; activating other display 

elements at a second rate, the second refresh rate less that the first refresh rate. 

Santoro et al. teaches a system and method for simultaneous display of multiple information 

sources (pg. 1 paras. 0002-0010 and pg. 3, paras. 0020-0024); Santoro et al. further teaches 
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activating at least some display elements of the display device at a first refresh rate, activating 
other display elements of the display device at a second refresh rate, different that the first 
refresh rate (pg. 3, para. 0020 and Fig. 1). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to device as taught by Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock the 
feature as taught by Santoro et al. in order to facilitate accommodating different displayed 
images on the same display screen at different refresh rates. 

Regarding claim 5, Santoro et al further teaches activating at least some display elements at a 
first rate; activating other display elements at a second rate, the second refresh rate less that the 
first refresh rate (pg. 3, para. 0020 and Fig. 1). 

Relative to claim 6, Peacock further teaches activating display elements with corresponding 
logic controlled display element switch when row address and row electrode inputs and when the 
column address and column electrode inputs satisfy a condition (col. 2, lines 17-32 and Fig. 1). 
Regarding claim 9, Santoro et al. further teaches activating other display elements at the second 
rate include not activating the other display elements (pg. 3, para. 0020 and Fig.l). It being 
understood that with separate controls to control the frequency rate or refresh that the control 
could also control a period of no refresh in one area of the display while refreshing a second 
area of the display. 

6. Claims 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yasukawa et al. 
taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock and further in view of Santoro as applied to claim 6 in 
item 6 hereinabove, and further in view of Neter (USP 6,888,568). 
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Regarding claim 7 Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock and further in view 
of Santoro et al. does not teach comparing the row address input and the row electrode input, 
comparing the column address input and the column electrode input, activating the display 
element with the logic controlled display element switch using the results of the comparisons. 
Neter teaches the method and apparatus for controlling pixel sensor elements (col. 2, lines 61- 
67; col. 3, lines 1-67 and col. 4, lines 1-6); Neter further teaches comparing the row address 
input and the row electrode input, comparing the column address input and the column electrode 
input, activating the display element with the logic controlled display element switch using the 
results of the comparisons (col. 18, lines 61-67; col. 19, lines 1-9 and Fig. 24). 
It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to device as taught by Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock and 
further in view of Santoro et al. the feature as taught by Neter in order to put in place the means 
necessary to determining the results of comparing the row and column addresses in order to 
generate the signal required to activate the display element. 

7. Claims 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yasukawa et al. 

taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock and further in view of Santoro taken with Neter as 

applied to claim 7 in item 6 hereinabove, and further in view of Rischmuller. 

Regarding claim 8, Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock and further in view 

of Santoro taken with Neter does not teach enabling and disabling the logic controlled display 

element switch with a switch enabling charging capacitor gate controlled by the results of the 

comparisons. 

Rischmuller teaches a transistor based control circuit (col. 1, lines 61-67 and col. 2, lines 1-55); 
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Rischmuller further teaches enabling and disabling the logic controlled display element switch 
with a switch enabling charging capacitor gate controlled by the results of the comparisons (col. 
6, lines 10-12). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to device as taught by Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock and 
further in view of Santoro et al. taken with Neter the feature as taught by Rischmuller in order to 
put in place the means to control the enabling and disabling of the logic controlled switch. 
8. Claims 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yasukawa 
et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock as applied to claim 1 in item 3 hereinabove, and 
further in view of Neter. 

Relative to claim 12, Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock does not teach 
the addressable latch of each display element including row address logic and column address 
logic having corresponding outputs coupled to the output of the addressable latch, the row 
address input coupled to the row address logic , the column address input coupled to the column 
address logic. 

Neter teaches the addressable latch of each display element including row address logic and 
column address logic having corresponding outputs coupled to the output of the addressable 
latch, the row address input coupled to the row address logic , the column address input coupled 
to the column address logic (col. 18, lines 61-67; col. 19, lines 1-9 and Fig. 24). 
It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to device as taught by Yasukawa et al. taken with Kaplinsky in view of Peacock the 
feature as taught by Neter in order to put in place the means necessary to determining the results 
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of comparing the row and column addresses in order to generate the signal required to activate 
the display element. 

Regarding claim 13, Neter further teaches the display device wherein the addressable latch of 
each display element including first and second comparators, the first comparator having the row 
address input and a row electrode input, the second comparator having the column address input 
and a column electrode input, each display element including a logic device having a first input 
coupled to an output of the corresponding first comparator, the logic device having a second 
input coupled to an output of the corresponding second comparator (col. 18, lines 61-67; col. 19, 
lines 1-9 and Fig. 24). 

Relative to claim 14, Neter still further teaches the said display device wherein the logic device 
is an AND gate, the output of the addressable latch is an output the logic device (col. 18, lines 
61-67; col 19, lines 1-9 and Fig. 24 item 622). 

Regarding claims 15-16, Yasukawa further teaches the said display device wherein a pixel 
capacitor connected parallel with the display pixel, and a switch enabling capacitor coupled to an 
input of the switch (pg. 7, para. 0092); and wherein the said device is a thin-film-transistor 
display device (pg. 7, para 0092). 

9. Claims 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yasukawa 
et al. taken with Santoro et al. as applied to claim 5 in item 5 hereinabove, and further in view of 
Whitby. 

Yasukawa et al. taken with Santoro et al. does not teach the method wherein the second refresh 
frequency is less that the first refresh frequency. 

Whitby teaches a display line dispatcher apparatus (pg. 2, lines 9-58 and pg. 3, lines 1-6); 
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Whitby further teaches the method wherein the second refresh frequency is less that the first 
refresh frequency (Abstract and Claim 1). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to provide to the device as taught by Yasukawa et al. taken with Santoro et al. the feature as 
taught by Whitby in order to save system power when the higher frequency is not required. 
Yasukawa et al. does teaches the method of selectively activating the display element includes, 
applying a row address input and row electrode input to control logic of the corresponding 
display element; applying a column address input and a column electrode input to the control 
logic of the corresponding display element; activating the display element with a logic controlled 
switch when the control logic inputs satisfy a condition (pg. 7, para. 0090 and Fig. 1). It being 
understood that row and column electrodes are required in order to apply the row and column 
addresses in the system (pg. 7, para. 0090). 

10. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yasukawa et al. 
taken with Santoro et al. in view of Whitby as applied to claim 18 in item 9 hereinabove, and 
further in view of Neter. 

Regarding claim 19, Yasukawa et al. taken with Santoro et al. in view of Whitby does not teach 
the method of comparing the row address input and the row electrode input with the control 
logic, comparing the column address input and the column electrode input with the control logic, 
activating the display element by enabling the logic controlled switch using the results of the 
comparisons. 

Neter teaches the method of comparing the row address input and the row electrode input with 
the control logic, comparing the column address input and the column electrode input with the 
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control logic, activating the display element by enabling the logic controlled switch using the 
results of the comparisons (col. 18, lines 61-67; col 19, lines 1-9 and Fig. 24), 
Regarding claim 19, the statement presented relative to claim 7 in item 6 hereinabove, applies 
equally to claim 19. 

1 1 . Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yasukawa et al. 
taken with Santoro et al. in view of Whitby and further in view of Neter as applied to claim 18 in 
item 10 hereinabove, and further in view of Rischmuller. 

Relative to claim 20, Yasukawa et al. taken with Santoro et al. in view of Whitby and further in 
view of Neter does not teach enabling and disabling the logic controlled switch with a switch 
enabling capacitor controlled by the control logic. 

Rischmuller teaches enabling and disabling the logic controlled switch with a switch enabling 
capacitor controlled by the control logic (col. 6, lines 10-12). 

Regarding claim 20, the statement presented relative to claim 8 in item 7 hereinabove, applies 
equally to claim 20. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

U. S. Patent No. 6,133,954 Jie et al. 

U. S. Patent No. 4,930,006 Murayama et al. 
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To Respond 



13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vincent E. Kovalick whose telephone number is 571-272-7669. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 7:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bipin Shalwala can be reached on 571-272-7681. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





Vincent E. Kovalick 
May 26,2006 



BIPIN SHALWALA 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



